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sense delegates of the Imperial Parliament and they Chapter
therefore are not bound by the rule affecting subordin-    __L
ate legislative bodies that delegatus non potest delegare.1
They have wide discretion to choose to what extent
their enactments are to depend for their operation on
declarations by the executive. Thus in the Wekbach
Light Company of Australasia v. The CommomveaUh2 it
was energetically contended that the Commonwealth
could not pass an Act penalising trading with the enemy
which allowed the Governor-General to prohibit any
act. It is clear that the attack could at most touch only
the validity of the view taken of what might constitute
such trading by the Governor-General, and that to
attempt to declare the Act invalid because of such a
provision was impossible. So again it is for the Parlia-
ment to decide what measures it should enact for the
peace, order, and good government of the territory,
the words used in the constitutions to give authority
to the Parliaments. Vainly in RieVs Case* was it
pleaded that it must not be assumed that the Dominion
of Canada was given authority to tamper with the law
of treason or diminish the safeguards provided for the
accused in such cases by English law. No doubt in the
High Court of Australia there have been dicta suggest-
ing that it is the Court's opinion of what falls within a
power that is to determine the validity of legislation,
but that is clearly not the true doctrine. All that can
be claimed for the courts is that, if they find a Parlia-
ment with defined powers, like that of the Common-
1  Hodge v. The Queen (1883), 9 App. Gas. 117; Powell v. Apollo Candle
Co. (1885), 10 App. Gas. 282; Baxter*. Ah Way (1909), 8 C.L.E. 626;
Kiel v. The Queen (1885), 10 App. Gas. 675, 678,
2  (1916), 22 C.L.R. 268.
3  (1885), 10 App. Gas. 675.